least, these principles should place a strong ethical burden on those who would subject offenders to involuntary participation in treatment or research, and should remove decision making in these areas from the sole discretion of rehabilitators and investigators.
In the area of correctional rehabilitation, there is considerable irony in the fact that the constitutionality of coercive imposition of rehabilitative techniques turns to a large extent on the ability of the offender to avoid or resist unwanted effects. Thus, although the law may permit their involuntary imposition on unwilling offenders, the rehabilitative techniques in the lower end of the proposed continuum of intrusiveness will be ineffective absent the offender's voluntary cooperation and genuine desire for change. As a result, efficacy and ethical principles combine to favor a voluntary rather than a coercive approach to correctional rehabilitation (Morris 1974, p. 24). Although it may be appropriate to mandate a brief period of compulsory observation of a treatment program so that the offender's choice whether to participate will be more informed, and to attempt to persuade offenders that it is in their own best interests to participate in such programs, the choice should ultimately be a voluntary one, with the offender suffering no sanctions or loss of privileges as a result of his or her decision (Morris 1974, pp. 18-20).
In any event, ethical and professional concerns should be heightened when the subjects of rehabilitation or experimentation are as vulnerable and removed from public scrutiny as are prisoners within correctional settings or offenders diverted to the new community alternatives. In general, we should be no more willing to experiment with or coercively "rehabilitate" offenders than we are to do so with our fellow citizens.
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